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adopted. Commenters advocating such
an exemption should propose criteria
for identifying entities that should be
exempt, and should explain why they
believe such an exemption represents a
reasonable compromise between the
goals of promoting maritime safety and
minimizing compliance costs for small
entities. In addition, if we do determine
to impose new requirements on digital
selective calling equipment, we would
consider whether we should grandfather
some vessels from the requirement,
either indefinitely or for a specified
term of years, or whether there should
be a phased-in schedule for compliance,
with possibly different compliance
timetables for vessels based, possibly,
on vessel size or on whether the vessel
operator is a small business. Interested
parties should address these
alternatives. Finally, we seek comment
on whether an alternative equipment
requirement, less costly to small
passenger vessel operators, could
provide the same or similar safety
benefits as the international standards.
Proponents of such an alternative
requirement should compare the
estimated costs of complying with the
international digital selective calling
equipment standards with the estimated
costs of complying with the proposed
alternative, and explain why they
believe the proposed alternative will be
adequate to address safety concerns.
Commenters are also invited to suggest
alternatives other than those discussed
here.

17. In the Second FNPRM, we also
invite comment on an NTSB
recommendation to require that small
passenger vessels, regardless of size,
have VHF radiotelephone
communications systems on board that
can operate even when the vessel loses
power. We tentatively conclude that the
most direct way of imposing such a
requirement is removing the tonnage
limitation in § 80.917, which now
exempts vessels of 100 gross tons or less
from an otherwise applicable reserve
power supply requirement. However,
we also specifically ask interested
parties to recommend other means of
addressing the safety needs of small
vessel operators, crewmembers, and
passengers, either as alternatives to the
NTSB recommendation or as
supplementary measures.

18. We describe here, and seek
comment on, possible alternatives to the
NTSB recommendation that might
minimize the economic impact on small
entities. First, we ask commenters to
consider whether the reserve power
supply requirement should be expanded
only to a subset of additional small
passenger vessels rather than to all

small passenger vessels. For example,
instead of eliminating the tonnage
limitation in current § 80.917, we might
simply lower the threshold.
Commenters advocating a lowered
tonnage threshold should recommend a
specific threshold and explain why they
believe it represents a reasonable
compromise between the goals of
promoting maritime safety and
minimizing compliance costs for small
entities. Alternatively, we could restrict
the applicability of the reserve power
supply requirement based on the size of
the small passenger vessel operator,
perhaps exempting only those small
passenger vessel operators that meet the
statutory definition of a small business.
Commenters advocating such an
approach should explain, inter alia, if it
might result in exempting certain
vessels exceeding 100 gross tons that are
now fully subject to the reserve power
supply requirement, and the
ramifications of such an exemption for
maritime safety. In addition, we might
consider providing a continuing
exemption for vessels below a certain
size, or owned by a small business, that
operate only in protected inland
waterways. If we do determine to
impose a reserve power supply
requirement on all small passenger
vessels, we would consider whether we
should grandfather some vessels from
the requirement, either indefinitely or
for a specified term of years, or whether
there should be a phased-in schedule for
compliance, with possibly different
compliance timetables for vessels based,
possibly, on vessel size or on whether
the vessel operator is a small business.
Interested parties should address these
alternatives. Finally, we seek comment
on whether an alternative equipment
requirement, less costly to small
passenger vessel operators, could
provide the same or similar safety
benefits as a reserve power supply
requirement. Proponents of such an
alternative requirement should compare
the estimated compliance costs of the
reserve power supply requirement with
the estimated compliance costs of the
proposed alternative, and explain why
they believe the proposed alternative
will be adequate to address safety
concerns. Commenters are also invited
to suggest alternatives other than those
discussed here.

F. Federal Rules that May Duplicate,
Overlap, or Conflict With the Proposed
Rules

None.
III. Ordering Clauses

19. The Commission’s Consumer
Information Bureau, Reference

Information Center, SHALL SEND a
copy of this Second Further Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, including the
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analyses,
to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration.
Federal Communications Commission.
Marlene H. Dortch,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 04-7365 Filed 4—5-04; 8:45 am)]
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Preliminary Theft Data; Motor Vehicle
Theft Prevention Standard

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Publication of preliminary theft
data; request for comments.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on data about passenger
motor vehicle thefts that occurred in
calendar year (CY) 2002 including theft
rates for existing passenger motor
vehicle lines manufactured in model
year (MY) 2002. The preliminary theft
data indicate that the vehicle theft rate
for CY/MY 2002 vehicles (2.49 thefts
per thousand vehicles) decreased by
23.6 percent from the theft rate for CY/
MY 2001 vehicles (3.26 thefts per
thousand vehicles).

Publication of these data fulfills
NHTSA’s statutory obligation to
periodically obtain accurate and timely
theft data, and publish the information
for review and comment.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before June 7, 2004.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
[identified by DOT Docket No. NHTSA—
2004-17359 and or RIN number 2127-
AJ27] by any of the following methods:

e Web Site: http://dms.dot.gov.
Follow the instructions for submitting
comments on the DOT electronic docket
site.

e Fax: 1-202—493-2251.

e Mail: Docket Management Facility;
U.S. Department of Transportation, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Nassif Building,
Room PL—401, Washington, DC 20590—
001.

e Hand Delivery: Room PL—401 on
the plaza level of the Nassif Building,



